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COSTS OF | NCARCERATI ON PQOLI G ES

ABSTRACT: All costs O incarceration are nornmally under-
estimated. The single, nost expensive incarceration policy
is new prison construction, Which can run as high as 4-5
times the frequently estimated cost of $73,000 per cell.
Mai nt enance costs of incarceration--which run from $15, 000
to $25,000 per innate--are relatively fixed costs, and

remain remain unaffected by mnor shifts in the nunbers of
prisoners. Thus, the major costs in incarceration policy

stem from the decision to operate a facility; reductions in

the nunbers of prisoners housed wll have a negligible
i npact on costs. A large percentage of these costs is
“hidden" --covered in non-correctional budgets--and can

anmount to as much as one-third the total correctional costs
Of incarceration. Because incarceration policy costs are
not subject to easy nmanipul ation, opportunity costs are
substantial and intractable--incarceration policy commts
public funds to corrections that cannot be used for other
purposes. Constitutional operating standards have the effect
of making incarceration increasingly nore expensive.



The Costs of |Incarceration Policies

Publ ished estimates of the cost of constructing new
facilities frequently range from $40,000 to $70,000 per cell.
Estimates of operating costs per inmate often range from
$10,000 to $25,000 per year. Figures such as these are used
as a basis for the public debate on prison policy econom cs.

In this package, we explore the true, full costs of in-
carceration policy. W find that nost previously stated
incarceration cost estimates are msleading. For exanple, the
construction costs are actually nuch nore than is normally
estimated, while costs per inmate actually expand as popul ations
are reduced, since most of these costs are fixed and do not fluc-
tuate greatly in actual dollars with changes in nunbers of
prisoners. "based on our review of studies of prison costs, we
concl ude that: 1) Policy makers consistently underestimate the
costs of incarceration; 2) the most expensive inprisonnent
policy is one of new facility construction; and 3) correctional
and constitutional standards serve to increase costs of correc-
tional facilities.

TYPES OF | NCARCERATI ON COSTS

Al though the practice of incarceration in this country has
spanned centuries, only in recent years has its use been subject
to serious financial scrutiny. The conbination of current trends
toward fiscal austerity and the, failure of prison construction
to keep apace of burgeoning inmate populations [1] has pronpted
both citizen's groups and private organizations [2]to take a closer
|l ook at the costs of inprisonnment. An enphasis on professionalism
in corrections, encouraged by the National Advisory Comm ssion on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals [3]and the Anerican Correc-
tional Association[4], anong others [5] has led to the abandonment
of traditional accounting nmethods in favor of the objective
eval uation of costs. The surprisingly consistent results of
anal yses such as these indicate that incarceration is a substan-
tially nore expensive punishnment option than npbst cost portrayals
have suggested.

One of the reasons these costs are understated is that one
or nore of the four general costs of incarceration policy is
frequently ignored. Capital costs refer to the value of I|and,
bui l dings or equipnment which are used over a period of years.
Operating costs are those expenditures for supplies(e.g., food,
clothing and small equipnent) and services (e.g., admnistrative,
medi cal, security and program personnel) consunmed during a one
year peri od. Some of the financial support for incarceration
(such as finance charges and fees which acconpany new construc-
tion) are stated in budgets other than those reported by Depart-
ment of Correction. These additional dollars conprise the hidden
costs of incarceration. An opportunity cost is the difference




in value (worth) between an activity foregone and the activity
undertaken under conditions of limted funds.

The Capital Costs of I|ncarceration

A nunber of generalizations may be nmade regarding capital
costs. [6] For one thing, costs differ depending upon the geo-
graphic region in which an institution is to be |ocated.

According to the 1978 Census of Jails, the costs of materials

and | abor involved in construction were found to be cheapest in
the South, and nost expensive in the Wst.[7] Wthin regions,
capital costs can vary according to whether the site chosen is
urban, suburban or rural. The typical state institution, placed
in a renote area, may demand the construction of a conplete physi-
cal plant, with special provisions for water and utilities.[8] A
netropolitan site may preclude such considerations, but higher

| and costs are inevitable [9]

Capital <costs vary anong types of institutions, depending
upon securityclassification. Two samples of new construction
costs for institutions of different security levels taken in 1974
and 1978 provide evidence to suggest that costs radically in-
crease as security requi rements are upgraded. [ 10] A proposal
for an alternative cell construction design recomended by the
Nati onal Clearing House for Crimnal Justice Planning and
Architecture indicates however, that the choice of nontradi-
tional building materials may provide intended levels of security
at less than half the original costs.[II]

H dden capital costs. Construction estimates are wusually
made public w thout the inclusion of several substantial costs.
Anmong the omissions turned up in one exam nation of a proposed
Connecticut facility were architectual fees (an additional 8%;
the cost of construction supervision (2.3%; agency fees (3.5%;
equi pnent costs (10%; the costs of insurance and bid (1% and
finance charges (10-15%. The inclusion of these hidden costs
rai sed original Department of Corrections estimtes from $50, 000
per bed, to $75,000.[12] The costs of furnishing were excluded
from the original estimate of a proposed Yew York facility, even
t hough they egualled 10% of that figure.[l 3] This study of the
cost of corrections in New York[1l4] points out that precursory
costs are frequently underestinmated to encourage project approval
In this analysis the projected anortization of the construction
debt over 40 years was found to have a quadrupling effect on the
original cost estimate.[15] Such failure to i1nclude debt amor-
tization costs in construction calculations is not uncommon, and
it serves to dramatically understate these costs, since anortiza-
tion conmts capital expenditures for years to come.

Del ays, oredomnantly associated with site acquisition, are
also an integral part of the prison construction process and play
no less inportant a role in an assessnent of capital costs than
do the prices of tangible goods and visible services.
whi ch | apses between the approval of a new prison and the date of
its first admission can be as long as five years, according to



one estimate.[I6] Gyven that construction costs in recent years
have risen at the rate of 13% annually, the bed which cost $75,000
in 1981 will cost $118,000 in 1985.[17] Capital projects which
may not commence until years followng their approval require a

pl anning for costs mhic% takes inflation figures such as this

one into account.

The Operating Costs of |ncarceration

Qperating costs include both "fixed" expenditures, such as
pl ant mai ntenance, which remain relatively unaffected by changes
in inmte popul ation, and costs which do fluctuate according to
t hese vari ations. Costs which are independent of, capacity
chances typically include the support of the physical plant,
security force and sone prograns. [18] Fixed expenditures do not

denote stable operating costs per inmate however: the per inmate
operating costs of a facility which is running below capacity
will be higher sinply because a basic network of services nust

be provided, no matter how few inmates are housed. [19] The re-
cent survey of prisons and jails conpleted by Abt Associates[20]
found a consistent relationship between |ower operating costs

and higher inmate staff ratios, with-lower costs per inmate when-
ever a facility experienced overcrowding. Sinple reductions in

t he nunber of prisoners will net necessarily affect these opera-
ting costs.

Operating costs also vary, as do capital costs! according
to level of security: although here, the relationship is reversed
OQperating costs per inmate for prisons in New York in 1978
averaged $10,856 for maxinum security institutions; $16,386 for
medi an security facilities and $17,244 for mninmm security
tenporary release facilities, although mninum security "canps”
averaged only $11,614. [21] This variation was attributed largely
to different staffing practices, especially security levels anong

all facil ities. I'n maxi num security institutions, the construc-
tion materials performthe work that officers carry out in |ess
secure facilities. Using New York as an exanple, where staff

sal aries and benefits account for 80% of prison operating costs,
it is easy to see how dependant these costs are upon staffing
practices. The results of a cost analysis of the conmmunity-based
corrections facility in Indiana, in which little disparity was
found between the per diem costs of the community facility and

either the state prison or reformatory, partially supports these
findings. [22]

Li ke capital costs, operating costs are vulnerable to dif-
ferences in site location. The location of an institution in a
rural area may reduce |land costs, but increase service costs when
urban resources (vocational, treatnent, etc.) cannot be enployed[ 23]
A relationship was found between the operating costs of county
jails in New York and the socio-econom c character of its counties'
resi dent popul ations, particularly per-capita income! the size of
the county tax base; and the conplexity of the individual county



correctional systems.[24] Athough it may seem intuitively
promising, there is little evidence at this tine to support a

suggestion that there are "econom es of scale" associated with
the use of larger facilities.[25]

H dden operating costs. An eval uation of hidden operating

costs not only indicates costs which have clearly been ommtted
from corrections budgets, but those which are so buried or ms-
placed in the accounts of other public agencies that their fis-
cal significance is notably understated.

The 1978 study of the cost of incarceration in New York
State revealed that state operatin% expendi tures of the Depart-
ment of Correctional Services, at that tine $218.9 mllion
conprised only 77 percent of the actual total cost of $285.5
mllion. Twenty-one percent, or 60.2 mllion of the remaining
cost -- designated for fringe benefits and retirenent funds --
was found in the state's "miscellaneous" budget. Federal grant
moni es, including LEAA, CETA, ESSA and Action qgrants, contributed
an additional 1.7 percent, or $4.7 mllion, to the total. The
Department of Mental Hygiene spent $1.5 nmillion on forensic
psychiatry services, or.5 percent of the total cost of correc-
tions. A final .03 percent -- $75000 -- was spent by a private
organi zation, for inmate drug therapy prograns.[26]

O her financial disclosures revealed by this report which
affect the total cost of corrections, and which are normally
excluded from cost analyses, include the cost of transporting
inmates to and from hospitals, the cost of requisite security
whenever an inmate nade these trips,[27] and the annual cost of
treatnment at state psychiatric hospitals for those inmates who
became disturbed while serving their sentences.[28] Simlar
hi dden costs were found in an evaluation of the New York; Cty
correctional system|[29]

An exam nation of the cost of a county detention center[ 30]
i ndi cated several inadequacies in figures reported under the
"personnel services" category of the corrections budget for that
facility, including the failure to report staff who were working
at the center but funded by the jail; the failure to financially
account for personnel who divided their time between both faci-
lities; and the absence of fringe benefit paynents.[31] It was
di scovered that costs of phone use, utility services and heating
oil were understated estimtes of actual use.[32]

As was the case in New York, federal program monies were not
reflected in the county budget, either. Aside formthe fact that
that their omssion distorts the true ﬁicture of incarceration
costs, the recognition of these funds helps to fully identify the
financial obligations of the receiving jurisdiction in later years
when the subsidies are withdrawn. [33] Consideration of these
hi dden costs produced figures 28 percent greater than these re-
flected in the detention center budget-[34] These results are



not inconsistent with those furnished by a study of the costs of
the Indiana Departnent of Corrections, Which plraced actual ex-

penditures at one-third nore than departnent estinmates. [35]

One problem facing anyone wi shing to assess the true costs
of incarceration is the failure of public accounting to acknow
ledge the use of capital stock over time. Qite legitimtely,

a pro rata share of the value of capital goods used in a given
year should be included in the operatin? budgets of corrections
facilities. [36l If the value of capital stock is included in

the costs only for the year in which the item is purchased, costs
can be m sl eadi ng. Simlarly, when such stock is used over a
period of years w thout accounting for the appropriate percentage
of that stock's value, costs wll be substantially underestimated
for the years that the particular purchase is in use.

The values of operating costs can be hard to assess, expe-
cially when there is no budget category for the operating costs
of equipnent, plant and land. These figures may be found in-
stead under contractual services, supplies and nmaterials, where
ordinarily no depreciation is included. The operating capita
costs in the county study were estinmated at $45,166, but even
this figure did not include the operating capital costs of
bui | di ngs and | and, for which data were not avail able. [37]

An inquiry into the true costs of inprisonnment reveals
ot her hidden costs which, although even further renoved from
corrections budgets than those described above, contribute to the

support of a system of incarceration and are nonethel ess rel evant
in this discussion. These include the |oss of unpaid taxes and
wel fare costs for the dependants of inmates. A 1977 Study O
persons incarcerated in Indiana estimted such hidden costs to
approach the figure given for inmate maintenance in that year [38]

Consi dered together, these hidden costs point not only to

substantially higher corrections costs but to the draining of
comrunity resources. As one econom st notes:

These figures denonstrate the tendency of public
agencies to view certain goods and services as "free", a
practice which results in an unreasonable "deflation" of
operating costs and biased figures in conparing alterna-
tives.. .Until such deficiencies are renedied, crimna
justice system planners wll find themselves in the un-
envi abl e position of functioning in a vacuum.. [39]

The Opportunity Costs of Incarceration

Qpportunity costs are incurred whenever policies are followed
which are less profitable than alternative choices of action
These costs include both the inapprgpriax$ and the inadegquate
utilization of resources. For exanple, the land controlled, but
not used by one facility incurred an oPPortunity cost of $200, 000
- its market value if sold. (40] A halfway-house accunul ated
opportunity costs of $468,000 through the m smanagenent of employee



time, which could have been better spent in activities geared to-
ward conpliance with corrections standards. [41]

O all the opportunity costs of incarceration, there may be
none so glaring as inmate labor in prison industries. During
fiscal 1978, New York state |ost approximately four mllion
dollars on its prison industry program spending $13.6 mllion
on industries and returning only $9.6 nmillion from the sale of
i nmat e- made goods to public agencies. Payments to inmate, which
ranged from $8.75 cents to $28.75 cents an hour, could hardly be
bl amed for the |oss. [42] More likely causes of inefficiency in
inmate | abor are m smanagenent and out dated technol ogy.

Current experinmentation with prison industries in seven

states provides stron? indication that feasible and profitable
alternatives exist. n July 1981, LEAA certified prison industry

prograns in Arizona, Kansas and Mnnesota to sell goods in inter-
state commerce. [43] These prograns, devel oped by Econ, Inp. and
the Anerican Foundation [44], allow inmates to be enployed in
private industries, with deductions in pay for Federal Inconme Tax,
fam |y support and restitution (up to 50 percent of pay), and room
and board (up to 25 percent of pay). |n 1980, inmates’in the
Kansas State Penitentiary who volunteered to work at a nearby

netal parts industry returned $60,000 to that state in paynent
for room and board. [45]

The nost troubl esonme opportunity costs are difficult to
quantify, though they may be easily stated: Public nonies spent
on prisons cannot be used toward other social ends sucq_as :
school s, transportation and related social prograns. hi's is a
particul ar problem for states that have spending caps preventing
deficit budgeting; for these, incarceration policies often force
a rearrangenent of public priorities. Since prison maintenance
is a relatively fixed cost, regardless of the nunber of prisoners
housed, the commitnent of nonies to a policy of incarceration

guarantees long term opportunity costs with few cost contro
opti ons.

The Fiscal |npact of Overcrowdi ng

In recent years virtually every state has experienced the
pressures of rapid and substantial prison pogulation i ncr eases,
a trend which shows no signs of abating. According to one recent
report [46], nost states are housing prison popul ations which
nunber twce the rated capacity of their correctional institutions.

In an assessnent of the inpact of revisions in Connecticut's
Sentencing Laws, the Institute for Economc and Policy Studies
(1EPS) [47] has identified four potential strategies for addressing
t he popul ati on crunch. These include, in order fromthe least to
t he nost expensive: the utilization of existing capacity; the
renovati on and enlargenent of existing correctional facilities;

the conversion of existing, non-correctional facilities to cor-
rectional use; and the construction of new prisons. [48]



A contingency model illustrating additional ccst consicdera-
ticns implied by successive options is v»rovicded by IEPS. I the
utilization of an existing correcticnal facility is the alternative
checsen, the costs of the following items, cenerelly speaking, will
nct be "duplicated": nperimeter security, such as Iences anc towers
aéministration; inmate processincg se*V‘ces; recorcés and bookkeepinc
zrmcry and emercgency services; buildinc and crcuncds mzintenance;
utility lines; special custody areas (e.¢. for secrecation); ve-
ricles; program ecuizment; anc recreation facilities. K9 Further
costs incurreé by an "addition" preject inclucde the expense oI
rznovaticn, security haréware, and other security merscnnel. A
conversion effort, the third opotion, entails all thzse ccsts olus
sne costs of the site and reguisite accuisiticn Iees, and the cost
cf 2z caentral office staiif. In accditicn Lo The &LCcve CostTE, 2 new
fzcilitv nécessitates the construction ¢f its <wn physical zlznz. [5

Costs increase steadilv from the first to the fourth cption.

wzver, cost projections of any option are normally less than

he final price-tag. TFor example, projected ccsts of cne planned
sznovation effort in New York were creater than those anticizated
Zcr a propcseé rew facility. The add-on groject -- the siate
tarzcver of the lew York Citv ownad and operzted Rixers Island
facilities -- invoived pavments of $200 millicn Icr state use;
<190 miilion for renovation; andé the prevision of other bulldings
for the city to use. Total cost, before financing, was $65,000
zer ped. [51] Cther proovosed evpansion eficris in thet state
zrciected more modest costs of $30,000 per red{52], &n estinmste
‘n the rance of IEPS projected expenses Ior tne rencvaticon of
s+ rae Connecticut facilities at $16,000, S33,200 ané $4¢,000.053]
Crmst Imdlicaticns of Stancdarxds Compllance

e costs involved in compliance with ccrzecticnal

opendent on instituticn and SrCJTID characteris-

alizaticons are permitted.

iance with standards is lixely =0
croiect completed by TIPS zstirzte
S million in Cennecticut; $z%.86 m2
14.5 ¢ $17.8 million in Colcrzic; S18.
'2im2: ané petween $17.3 andéd $19.1 millicn in law
r~2sz costs, which are stated in 1679 dollars, rc
V2Er zenses conly and do not inciuce the conuinu
s-z2m7ards —ainternance. The total for Connecticut
lcw ~nly beczuse the Tepartment of Correcticons in
2 tlan which potentially offsets what would ctners
hizher compliance costs. [53]
~he cnsts cf cempliance depend upmn the cific szzndiard
viclatad. While the viclation of capital-rz ¢ standazrds may
izad to sicnificant exmenditures in cormplian scme stencarcds,
such 2s & chancz in institutioral oSrocecures, vy incur no cCTsts
In Icwa, Icr -ample, three stancards -- cell enlargement, the
corstracticn Of racrzazion facilities ané ths 2nzansion oI lnmaze
crk orocrams -- contribuszed £€26.3 millicn o Ine ntire corollzance

~s o~

(a8
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cost of 28.6 nillion.[56] A survey of 45 jails in Wshington
State found a high overall rate of conpliance, but projected
significant capital costs for the few standards with ich there
was | ow conpliance.[57]

Wien a standard is not being net, often nore than one cost
option exists to handle the problem Overtine paynents, the
hiring of additional staff and staff reassignnment are three
different ways of addressing a training need, for exanple. In
its evaluation of one New Jersey facility, |IEPS noted that the
reduction in time spent by inmates in their cells would elim-
nate the need for cell expansion.[58] Careful consideration of
options such as these can help control the costs of neeting
st andar ds.

Di scussi on
Undeni ably, inprisonment is an expensive penal policy. our

[iterature summary has shown how these costs are substantially
greater than nost estimates would indicate, especially because a

large portion of imprisonment costs -- conprised of itens such
as finance charges, pensions and fringe benefits, architectura
and construction fees, and grant nonies -- fail to be reported

in corrections budgets. when all these cost figures are taken
into account, prison policies which call for new facility con-
struction are dramatically nore expensive than nost estimates
suggest (see Table 1). To build and operate a 500-cell facility
for one year commits alnost 200 mllion dollars of a state's
resources, based on the results of our review This is nore
than 5 tinmes the typical, per-cell construction estimate. O
this amount, the greatest portion goes to construction; less to
mai nt enance and operati on. The fact that nost of these dollars
will be spent through bonds and not operating revenues does not
change the fact that these costs are extrene.

Insert Table 1 here

In summary, even though cost accounting in corrections is in
a primtive stage, we would suggest that the foliowing is true,
based on current information:

The single, nobst expensive incarceration cost is the con-
struction of a new traditional facility. This cost is far
and away nore than the cost of any other penal policy.

Sone reductions in these costs can be achieved by building
non- traditional facilities.

Many costs of construction are "hidden"; Only a small per-
centage of true costs is reflected in the normal, per-cel
architects' estinmates.
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Once a new facility is built, cost savings cannot be
easily achieved sinply by reducing the incarceration of

i nmates, should rates of inprisonment fluctuate downward.
The opportunity costs will be difficult to eradicate

The tinme lag of conpleting prisons can be as much as five
years, resulting in greater costs of delay together wth
continuing popul ation cri ses.



PACKET 2: NOTES

(1] Changes in correctional populations are recorded
annually by the Bureau of Justice Statistics in the form of
Natiornal Prisoner Statistics Bulletins. See, for example, U.S.
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2risoners
in State and Federal Institutions on Decmber 31, 1578, Natiocnal
Prisoner Statistics Bulletin NPS-PSF-7, repbruary 1981. Recently,
given sharp increases in prison populations ancd the need to
closely monitor their effects in individual states, the 3Bureau
nas regun to publish statistics at midyear. See, for examcle,
Priscners at Midyear 1981, September 1981.

(2] These include the effor:ts of the National Council on
Cr-me and Delingquency, the National Clearinchouse for Criminal
Justice Planning and Architecture, the National Mcratorium on
Prlson Construction, the Institute for Economic and Policy

dies, the Correctional Association of New Yorkx and the
izens' Inguiry on Parole ané Criminal Justice, Inc. See,
exzmple, Prisons: The Price We Pav (Hackensack, N.J.:
ional Council on Crime and Delinguency, 1877); National
inghouse on Criminal Justice Planning and Architescture,
figh Cost of Buildinc CUnconstitutional Jaiis ( Champaign,
University of Illinols, 1977); Jail and Prison Costs
(vashingtor, D.C.: National Moratorium on Prison Construction,
1875); G.P. Falkin et al., Revisineg Connecticut's Sentencing
Laws: aAn Impact Assessment (alexandria, Va.: Insticute for
Zconomic and Policy Studies, Inc., 1981); ané D. Mcdonald,
The Price of Punishment: Public Spending for Ccrrections in
New Ycrk (3oulder, Co.: Westview Press, 1980).
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[3] National Advisory Commission on Criminzl Justice Standard
anc Coals, Corrections (wWashington, D.C.: U.S. Governmen:t 2rintin

Qffice, 1973).

(4] Revised Maznual of St andafﬂs for Acdult Correctional
Inst;tutlons, Second Draft (College Parkx, Md.: american Correc-
tional Associatiocn, 1879).

(5] See for example, Jail Standards: Minimum Standards for
Local Criminal Detention -ac1 ities (NebraskKa: The Nebrasksa

tzte Bar Assoclaticn Commit:iee on Correcziornal Law zné Prac:tice,
1877) and the U.S. Department of Justice, ?eceral Stendzrds for
Corrections, Draft (washlng;on, D.C.: U.S. Covermment Printing
Qffice, 1978).

{6] Capitazl costs include both the costs of capitzl outlavs
and existing capital stock. Capitzl stock; cr ooerating carital,
refers to the costs involved in the use of land, tuildings or
ecuipment 1n a specific period such as one vear. Cur discussion
centers around the costs of capital outlavs, Cr one time

expenditures necessary for new construction.

(7] J. Mullien and B. Smith, imerican Prisons and Jails Jolume
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I: Conditions and Costs of Confinement (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. CGevernment Printing Office, 19E0) p. 123.

(B8] N.M. Singcer and V.3. wright, Cos% Analvsic of Correc-
tionzl Standards: Institutional-Bzsed Procrzms ané Pazroie
Volume II (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Ciiice,

1976) p. 14.
(9] Ibid. bp. 15.
(10] Irid., p. 20; Mullen and Smith, supraz note 7, o. 12

(11] National Clearinchouse on Criminal Justice Planning
and Architecture, supra note 2, pp. 18-21.

[(12] Falkin et al., supra note 2, pp. A34-37,.
(13] McDonald, supra note 2, p. 52.

(14] rIbid.

{15] Irié., p. 54.

[16] K. Carlson et al., American 2

IiT: Populaticon Trends and Projections

Government Printing Cffice, 1980) p. 2.

L17] Falkin et al., supra note 2, po. A34-37.
(18] Ivid., p. Al.

B.L. Wayscn et al., Loczal Jails (Lexington, Ma,:
n Books, 1977).

{20] Mulen ané Smith, supra note 7, p. 117.

[(21] Stazrt-up costs are not inclucded in these figurss.
Mcborzald, supra note 2, ©p. 19-21.

(22] G.S.F. Monkman, Cost 2nalvsis of Cormunitv Corractionzal
C=nters: a Czse Studyv: Indiana (Weashincgton, D.C.: Correc=-ional
Z.zenomics Center, 1873) p. 27.

{22] Sincer and Wricht, supra note 8, p. 13.
(24] McDonald, supra note 2, p. 93.

(25] Wayson et zl., supra note 19, p. 16.
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(26] McDonald, supra note 2, p. 15.

[27]) Ibid., p. 31.



(28] Ipid., p. 37.
[29] Ibid., p. 113.
(30] G.S. Funke and B.L. Wayson, Comparative Costs of

State and Local Facilities (wWashington, D.C.: Correctional
Economics Center, 1975).

[31] Ibid., p. 9.

(32]) Ipid., pp. 15-16.

{33] Ibid., p. 32.

(34] 1bid.

[35] Ibid., p. 33.

[36] Monkman. supra note 22, pp. 38-39.
[{37) Funke and Wayson, supra note 20.

{38) V.B. Cilear et al., The Hidden Costs of
(incderson, Indiana: anderson College Press, 1977).

{39] Monkman, supra note 22, pp. 40, 42.
{40] Funke and Wayson, supra note 30, p. 38.

41] R.C. Grieser, ed., Correctional Policv znd Standards:

LD
D.C.: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1980) p. 76.

[(42] McDonald, supra note 2, ©p. 44-46,

(43] Department of Justice, Advance fcr Release at 6:30 P.
DT Sunday, July 26, 1981 LzZax 202-724-7782. (Hereaziter cited
as Justice Department Newsletter.)

[¢4] see Study of the Economic and Rehabilitative Aspects
0f Prison Industry Volume 35, 2nalvsis of Prison Incdustries and

Recommendation for Chance (Washincton, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1978).

(45] Justice Department Newsletter.

(46] Prisoners at Midvear, supra note 1.

(47) Falkin et al., supra note 2.
[48]) Ibicé., o. Al.
(49]) Ipid., p. a2.



(a0 ] [gaet } [t ]

~

L

[ ]

~— -
Ut (W]

't}

w

u

(V]

[9]]

e

[A¥] —2

(V)
(]

[ — ] | .}

541

w

(W]

[e] ~d [e)] U
(-

.

1

[

Inid., pp. A2-3.

McDorald, supra note 2, p. 31.
Ibid.

Falkin et al., surra note 2, p.

See CGrieser, supra note 41.

[§V]

Inid., p. 26.

Y

Ibid., p. 44,

Wayson et al., supra note 19.

Grieser, supra note 41, p. 75.

A38.



